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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This manuscript is important to the scientific community because it brings together a fragmented preclinical  literature  on  nasal  nanospanlastic  in  situ gels into one focused review, which should help researchers compare formulation strategies and understand where the field is actually converging. The
topic addresses two major formulation bottlenecks in intranasal delivery, rapid mucociliary clearance and restricted  membrane permeability,  so a synthesis  of this kind has clear value for scientists working on nose to  brain  and  nose  to  systemic  platforms.  It  is  also useful as a translational bridge; the manuscript does not just summarize efficacy claims, but explicitly frames  the  remaining  questions  around  scalability, long-term stability, and human relevance, which are the issues most likely to determine whether these systems can move beyond preclinical proof of concept. For that reason, the review has the potential to serve as a reference point for formulation scientists and drug- delivery researchers developing the next generation of intranasal carriers.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback
	(Revision of the Manuscript and
	

	
	
	Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
GOOD
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

GOOD
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

GOOD
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

GOOD
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

EXCELLENT
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

GOOD
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	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

GOOD
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

GOOD
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

GOOD
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	


GOOD
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

GOOD
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

GOOD
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	


GOOD
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	


GOOD
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
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Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback
	(It is mandatory that authors
	

	
	
	should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The title is suitable because it clearly identifies the delivery platform and the review format, although it would be even better if it also reflected the nose-to- brain component that is present throughout the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, MOSTLY. The abstract is comprehensive for a review article: it states the rationale, the scope, the main formulation challenge, the evidence base, and the translational caveats.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, OVERALL. The manuscript is scientifically consistent with the literature it describes, and the discussion  appropriately  recognizes  that  the  field  is still almost entirely preclinical; I did not see a major scientific error form the text provided.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The references appear sufficient and recent for a focused review in this area, since the search window extends through March 2026 and the background repeatedly cites recent sources from 2025 alongside foundational work where needed.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO. I did not identify an abvious ethical issue in this manuscript from the text provided. It is review article, and the main limitation is methodological scope rather than an ethics problem.
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